
ada zamora 

8020 W 28 ct #I05 , hialeah, FL 33018 

November 1,2005 11 :00 AM 

Representative Mario Diaz-Balart 
U.S. House of Representatives 
313 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Diaz-Balart: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If 
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of 
long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential aid rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical 
and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is 
that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my 
service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has 
plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency 

Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

ada zamora 

Many of your constituents, including me, 

CC: 

The Federal Communications Commission 



Rita Candee 
2613 Brian Rd. , Venice, FL 34292 

November I ,  2005 11:38 AM 

Senator Me1 Martinez 
United States Senate 
317 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Martinez: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted hy the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it wou!d have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Rita Candee 

. . I  cc: 
The Federal Cmmunications Commission I 
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Tameko Patten 
5844 Norfolk Street, Phdadelphia, PA 19143-2403 

November 1,2005 10:38 AM 

Representative Robert Brady 
US. House of Representatives 
206 Cannon House Office Bldg. 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Brady: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which 1 am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Tameko Patten 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



DEC 3 0 2005 

RONALD COLER 

November 1,2005 11:05 AM 

Senator Charles Schumer 
U.S. Senate 
3 I3 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Schumer: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my fiiends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and mal  consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the hnding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to bearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

RONALD COLER 

cc: . ,  

The Federal Communications Commission 
. ,  ,.. , . /  ~ 
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Abbie Efross 1 rP* - r ,  

61 11 Montrose Rd - 509 , Rockville, MD 20852 __-_.I_ 

November 1,2005 1054 AM 

Representative Chris Van Hollen 
U S .  House of Representatives 
1419 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Van Hollen: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF !?om high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Abbie Efross 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



georgeadam , 

100 s treniain st d2 , mt dora, FL 32757-6049 I F C C - M A I L R ~  
November 1,2005 12:03 PM 

Senator Bill Nelson 
U.S. Senate 
716 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Nelson: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is ccmntly collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Sbifring the funding burden of the USE from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

george adam 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



, .  .. 

November 1, ZOOS 1205 PM 

Senator Susan Collins 
U.S. Senate 
46 I Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Collins: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low income residential a d  m a l  consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bAs. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my commuNty. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your corrtinued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Ronald (&Jan) Pinkham 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



Nwe&r1,2005 1130AM 

Senator Patty Murray 
US.Senate 
173 Russell Senate OfficeBuilding 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

SuLject: Re: Federa ls ta te  Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Deor Senator Munay: 

I have serious concerns regarding theFederal Communications Commissions'(FCC)position tochange the Universal Service 
Fund (USF)collection method to a monthly flat fee Many of your constituents. including me, my friends. family and neighbors, 
wi l l l r  negatively impacted by theunfaiichangepropmedbq theFCC. 

As you know,USFiscunentlycollectedonarevenuebasis. Peoplewhousemorepay moreintothesystem. If theFCC&nges 
that systemtoaflatfee,that means that ~meOnewhouseso~ethou~dminut~amo~thoflongdistance,pays thesame 
amount into theindassomeonewhousesrerominutes of long distanceamonth Constituents whouse their limited remurces 
wiselq should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students.preyaid wiielewusers, senior citizens and low- 
income residential and rural comumexs, to give up their phones due  to unaffordable monthly incr-ses on their b i b .  Shifting 
thefunding boxdenof theUSFfromhighvolume tolow-volumeusersisradicalandunnecessary. I.additio.,itwoUldhavea 
highly detrimental effect on small husinesnes all across America. 
lbeKeepUSFFairCoalition,of whichIamamembe~,keepsmeinformedabout theUSFissuewithmonthy nennlettenandup 
to da te  information on tl.eir webite, including links to FCC information. While I am awaxe that federal law does not require 
companies to recover, or "pam along" these fees to their customers, the realitg is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I 
am chargedfaidy. If theFCCg- t o a  numbers taxed, my servicewillcoat more. Andaccording to theCoalition'srecent 
meetingswith topFCCofficials. theFCChasplans tochange toaflat feesystemsoon andwithout legislation. 

Iwill continue to monitordevelopmentson theissue andcontinue tospread theword tomy community. I request  you^ 

along my co~cems to theFCCon my behalf. letting them knowhowallat fee taxcoulddispro~rtionately affect those in your 
constituency. 

Thankyouforyourcontinuedwo~kaandIlwkforwaidtoheatingabout yourpait ionon thismatter. 

Sincerely, 

Albert R Stanfield 

cc 
The Federal Communications Commission 



1 DEC 3 0 2005 1 
FCC - '. ..:LKL$'$fl Linda Williams 

2233 Del Amo Blvd., Torrance, CA90501-1203 

November 30,2005 1191 PM 

Senator Barbara Boxer 
U.S. Senate 
1 12 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universa. 1 Service cc Dock , d - 4 5  

Dear Senator Boxt 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF fiom high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look fonuard to hearing ahout your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Linda Williams 

cc 
FCC General Email Box 



FCG - MAiLr"iC&i?lS CLINTON THOMAS 
2480 TELLURIDE DRIVE, RENO, NV 8951 1-9124 

November I ,  2005 1055 AM 

Senator John Ensign 
U.S. Senate 
356 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Ensign: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer 1 would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
changc to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproponionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely. 

CLINTON THOMAS 

CC: 

The Federal Communications Commission 



Fi?!” - 8 *? ; S :  (2(-” F‘LF I +.> ‘ ;-! _, <dLi,Jl 
ronald buehrer 
3812 starrave. Oregon, OH 43616 

November 30,2005 11:24 PM 

Representative Marcy Kaptur 
U S  House of Representatives 
2366 Rayhurn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Kaptur: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or “pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer 1 would like ensure 1 am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition’s recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to bearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

ronald huehrer 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 

. __I___ .. .. ~. -. . . -. _ _  ~ . .. .--_I--- -. .. . ~ . .  



1 DEC 3 0 2005 
I 

1 
Lawrence Daughhetee i FCC-MF&ROOM 
1724 Woodacre Court, Carmichael, CA 95608-5944 L-- 

November 30,2005 11:09 PM 

Senator Barbara Boxer 
U S  Senate 
112 Han Senate O E c e  Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Boxer: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change L>e 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee, Many of your constitients, including me. 
my mends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And.according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Lawrence Daughhetee 

cc: 
FCC General Eniail Box 



I DEC 3 0 2005 I 
Hyman LaVere FCC - r>c\ 

5024 Fairbanks Way, Culver City, CA 90230-4903 I 

November 30,2005 10~48 PM 

Senator Dianne Feinstein 
L J S .  Senate 
33 1 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Feinstein: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and m a l  consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly deh.imental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF, Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect +hose in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Hyman LaVere 

, ,  cc: 
FCC General Email Box 

, .  
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Roberta Collins 
260 Hinds Rd , Fort Edward, NY 12828 

November 30,2005 10:48 PM 

Senator Hillary Clinton 
U.S. Senate 
476 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

nrar Senator Clinton: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of whch I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Roberta Collins 

cc 
FCC General Emad Box 



kirby carr 
107 timber knoll cir # I ? ,  Chattanooga, TN 37421 

November I ,  2005 11:38 AM 

Representative Zach Wamp 
U.S. House of Representatives 
1436 Longworth House Office Bldg. 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subiect. Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Wamp: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis, People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC infomtion. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on tliis matter. 

Sincerely, 

kirby can 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



November 1,2005 11:03 AM 

Senator Johnny Isakson 
U.S. Senate 
120 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Isakson: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF fiom high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrinental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including l i n h  to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely. 

Bruce Couter 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



November 30,2005 10:33 PM 

Senator Saxhy Chainbliss 
U.S. Senate 
416 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington. r)C 205 10-0001 

Suhii'ct: Re: 1:edcraILState Joint Bciard on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator ('Iinnihliss: 

I have serious C O I I C ~ ~ I I S  regarding thc Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Uni! c i w 1  Scrvici. IFiiiid (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my fi iei ids, E,lmily aiid neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As ) u u  know, LSF I S  curscntly collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. Ifthe 
FCC changes that system to a flat  fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
dj ,I IKILY. pay' tili, s;itiie aiiiouut into the  fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Cu:tbtitucnts n110 IICC their liniiteil sI'>tnirces wisely should no! be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee Lax cuiild cause many lo\\~-volnme long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and Io\~~-inCOillK rcsidential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
thcir hills. Sl i i l i i i~g !lie fiiiidiilg hiirilcii of'the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
uniicL'css:iry. 111 ildd~c~on, it \ ~ o u l d  1 i a x  a highly dehimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
T11c I:eep LS I -  k a i r  Coalitiun, ~ ~ l ~ u l i i c l i  I am a member, keeps me informed ahout the USF issue with monthly 
nm, ,lcttcrs a n ~ l  iip [ ( I  datc informaiion oil their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
f d . i . l l  ~ O U S  11oi ~ r q ~ i i i e  compnnics to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
th: ' ( : , I .  . i s  :I C U I I S L I : ~ C I ~  I \vouId Iilic msure I am charged fairly. Ifthe FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
u ,  
chaugc t u  il ilat 1i.c \>itcni soon aiid ii , h u t  legislation. 

I will coiitmiic I C J  i i i i~iiitor i I ~ v c I o ~ ) i n c ~ ~ ~ s  011 the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
yn" pnss alori: in). t'imcei~~is to IIIC I.(.[' 011 my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
ai, , I  chose i : i  ;,$ 111 cii~~st~liieilcy. 

.II,.II 

,IS[ , 1~ ,1c .  .\nil :iccordiiig tu IIW ( oillition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 

~ U L I  I;jI~ ) ,>I , !  c t i i i t i i i i i d  \ \u ik  ..id i look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 



November 1,2005 11:00 AM 

Senator John Warner 
U.S. Senate 
225 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Warner: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If 
the FCC changrs that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of 
long distance, pays the same moun t  into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A tlat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical 
and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is 
that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my 
service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has 
plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing ahout your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Meliua Lenser 

Many of your constituents, including me, 

While I am aware 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 

, ,~ 



OEC 3 0 2005 I 
Chris Stapleton 
208 Capri St., Pekin, IL 61554-3828 FCC - MA\Lw 

--c 
November 1,2005 11:38 AM 

Senator Dick Durbin 
U S .  Senate 
332 Dirken Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Durbin: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it woula have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Chris Stapleton 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Cordmission 

, .  . . .  



Dennis Kinzer 
DEC 3 o 2005 

PO BOX 274 , Beckley, WV 25802 

NoVemaer 1,2005 1059 AM 

Representative Nick Rahall 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2307 Rayburn House Office Bldg 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Rahall: 

I havc serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change tht 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including 1. 
my friends. family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I, 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of Ion& 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely. 

Dennis Kinzei 

CC: 

'The Federal Communications Commission 



william bubble 
406john king rd , crestview, FL 32539 

November 1,2005 11:03 AM 

Representative Jeff Miller 
U S  House of Representatives 
324 Cannon House Ofice Bldg 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Miller: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and m a l  consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC oficids, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your conqtituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely. 

william hubble. 

LL 
The Federdl Coinmbnications Commission 



I UEC 3 0 2005 
! John Jones 

2933N 149th Lane, Goodyear, AZ 85338-8903 
- 

! 
November 30,2005 11:OO PM 

Senator Jon Kyl 
U.S. Senate 
730 Hart Senate Office Bviilding 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State loint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Kyl: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constitnents, including me: 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not reqaire companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

lhank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely. 

John Jones 



November 1,2005 1059 AM 

Senator Richard Lugar 
U.S. Senate 
306 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Lugar: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance. pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unneccssary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
changc to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Patricia Daub 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



Nowmher 1,2W 11:42 AM 

Senator John Cornyn 
US.Senate 
517 ]Hart Senate OtficeBuilding 
Washington. E€ 2051O-Wl 

Subject Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Univemal Service CC D A e t  96-45 

Dear Senator Cornyn: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications CommiasionJ' (FCC)position to change the Universal Service 
Fund (USF)collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your mnrtituede, including me, my friends. family and neighbors, 
will be negatively impacted by the nnfaiz change p r o v e d  by the FCC. 

As you know,USFiscurrentlycollectedonaremenuebasis. Peoplewhousemorepay moreintothesystem. I1 theKCchanges 
that systemtoallat  fee, that meansthatsom~~ewhousesoaethousandminutesamonthof longdistance,paysthesame 
amount into the fund OIJ some one who use^ zero minutea of long distance a montb Gnatituentswho use their limited rwoIIrcTed 
wireliy should not be penalized lor doing so. 

Aflat  lee taxcouldcausemany law-volume1ongdistancewe~a,likesiudeats,p~epajdwi~eleasuJors,senio~citirensandlow- 
income residential and mral consumera, to give up their phones due  to unaff ordable montbly increasa on their hills. Shifting 
the funding burden of the USF from &h wlume to low-volume users is radical and unn-ry. In addition, it would have a 

highly detrimental effect on small businawes all acres America. 
TheKeepUSFFailCoalition,of whichIamamember, keepmeinformed&ut the USFissuewiihmonthly newlet tersandup 
to da te  information on their website, including l i n h  to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does not require 
companiestor-er,or "'passalong" these fees to theircustomem, thereality is that they do. AsaconsumerI~u ld l~~msul . e I  
am chareed fairly. If the FCC g- to a numben taxed, my se- will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetingawith topFCCofficials, theFCC hasplana tochange toaflatleeeesyrtem soon andwithoutlegialation. 

[will continue to monitordevelopmentson theissueandcontinue tospreadthewrd  tomg community. Ireguest y o u p a  
along my concerns to the FCC om my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax muld  disproportionately affect those in your 
constituency. 

Thank you lor your continued workand I look forward to hearing &ut your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Sal Torres 

rr 

The Federal CommunicationsCommiuion 



' DEC 3 d zoo5 i 
41 East Riverside Drive , Dedham, MA 02026-6920 

November 1,2005 10:40 AM 

Senator John Kerry 
US. Senate 
304 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

Subiect: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Kerry: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due tu unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you fur your continued work and I look forward to hearing about yo" position on this matter. 

Sincerely. 

Christopher Cohb 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Conlmission 


